About one year ago I wrote an Editorial wondering if was it time for open peer-review in the Journal of Oral Research.
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peer review seems really though. However, the difficulty involved in a grant's peer-reviewing is not justification to limit the transparency. In fact, as this matter is really difficult, more and more transparency is necessary in order to avoid any kind of malfunction. Besides, you must consider that the grant reviewers' task is difficult because the applicants' task is even more difficult. I am not sure about the numbers, but if a reviewer spends ten hours reviewing a grant application, the authors of that application probably spent hundred hours thinking, writing and revising the application. Moreover, the applicants not only spend large amount of time, but probably they are experts in the matter of grant application. Thus, the peerreviewing becomes a dialectic process between experts in many cases. And dialectic needs transparency, which is an ineludible requirement for the process.
Despite my first thought, there is a major difference between the grant and article peer-review systems. When you submit an article, the editorial decision could be final (acceptance or rejection), but in many (probably the most) cases the decision will be "corrections required". Thus, you can correct your manuscript and submit it again in short time, but for grant´s applications the process always get a final decision, at least for the next year; so the large amount of time spent thinking, writing and revising could become a large waste of time, at least during the year to come.
For peer-reviewing system of grant applications, open peer-review must be mandatory. So, when you get a final rejection, at least you will get clarity about the real reasons of that enormous waste of time.
In any case, if you get a rejection because the review panel says you did not send some documents that you actually did send, or they confuse you with another person, just breathe and be patient. In those cases, transparency is not the issue, but is still important.
